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PREAMBLE 
The well rounded CRP performance assessment that the Joint Agreement (April 2011) describes as a 
responsibility of the Consortium Board and Office is a new concept for the CGIAR system. It emphasises 
assessing outputs, outcomes and impacts at system level, focusing on performance. As this is a new 
requirement for the system, the Consortium, the CRPs and the donors need to ‘learn by doing’, 
experimenting with performance reporting, to determine what works well.  
This is the second CRP Portfolio Report since the inception of the CGIAR reform. The first, based upon 5 
CRP Reports, was a preliminary sketch of the status of the CRP portfolio. This second report, based upon 
the 16 CRPs’ reports (11 of which were reporting for the first time), is at an intermediate stage of 
evolution towards the requirements described in the Joint Agreement.  
A. KEY MESSAGES 
 This second report does start to provide the first evidence of the potential that the reform holds for 
improving scientific and development synergies within the system. The overall picture emerging is of 
a CGIAR system that is well positioned to capture significant synergies, both within and across the 
CRPs, in a way that was not possible before the reform.  
 It is important to recall that the CRPs started functioning at different points in time. By the end of 
2012 only 2 CRPs had functioned for 2 full years whilst 4 were still in an inception phase1.  The CRPs 
which only started in 2012 (11 CRPs out of 16) had to invest time and effort up front to set up new 
processes to learn to work across Centers and institutions outside of CGIAR, building new teams, 
selecting new research sites. In spite of this, an impressive overall set of outputs and outcomes was 
produced by the portfolio (see Annex 1)2.   
 Some of these outputs and outcomes were the results of work pre-dating the CRPs, and aligned with 
CRPs’ goals. They constitute a very robust pipeline and body of immediately useable results that 
allow the CRPs to build their own work upon a very sound basis, and will continue to do so for a 
number of years (see Section B. 1 for details). 
 Other outputs and outcomes were the results of the new work of the CRPs (see Section B.2). The 
CRPs (i) developed new tools and methods to facilitate work across large partnerships in multiple 
countries, (ii) leveraged their new partnerships to build strong evidence to more rapidly influence 
policy-making than previously possible, (iii) leveraged partnerships to more effectively scale up 
improved technologies and practices than before, (iv) were far more focused on gender equity issues 
than before (see Section C) and (v) experimented with new innovative ways of doing business, better 
adapted to large multi-institutional partnerships. This has provided the CRPs with greater potential to 
achieve global impact, a major objective of the reform. At this early stage in the implementation of 
most CRPs, such accomplishments are particularly encouraging. 
                                                          
1
 The Fund Council approved Humidtropics, Grain Legumes and Dryland Cereals in October 2012 and Dryland Systems in 
March 2013. 2012 was therefore mainly an inception phase for these four CRPs. 
2
 Detailed databases support the aggregated results in Annex 1. They can be accessed through websites found in the 
individual CRP reports. The CO is working with the CRPs to develop a one-stop entry point into these detailed data 
bases. 
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 In addition to the scientific and developmental synergies that have become manifest within a 
number of CRPs (see Sections B and C) there are also promising examples of synergies being realised 
across CRPs, even in this staggered and early implementation phase (see Section F). These indicate 
that once the portfolio becomes more coordinated around some key research processes (see Section 
F for details), including through better synchronisation of the CRPs, it will have significantly more 
potential to achieve impacts on food security, nutrition, poverty reduction and environmental 
sustainability than the type of research undertaken before the reform (see Section F). 
 Currently, the portfolio appears well positioned to progress towards the nutrition and health SLO, 
and probably requires some adjustments to better fill some research gaps concerning the poverty 
alleviation, food security and sustainable resources management SLOs. The CO will discuss this with 
the CRPs (see Section D). In addition, from a more internal perspective, the portfolio is progressing 
toward the implementation of a number of key aspects of the reform (see Section E); although this 
will best be established once all CRPs reach their full implementation phase. 
 A major external risk and constraint for the portfolio in 2012 was the insecurity situation in a number 
of countries in the Middle East and sub-Saharan Africa (see Section E). This situation did delay the 
overall production of results for a number of CRPs. Other risks identified at portfolio level are more 
internal and therefore easier to mitigate (see Section G). 
B. SYNTHESIS OF OUTPUTS AND OUTCOMES  
The ‘portfolio’ of CRPs is evolving toward increased overall coherence and research synergies, albeit at a 
slow pace. Consequently, the outputs and outcomes reported for 2012 do not lend themselves yet to a 
real synthesis at portfolio level. This is because staggered implementation significantly complicates overall 
research integration among the CRPs into a robust portfolio (with increased coherence and synergies, 
reduced gaps and redundancies). Synthesis of outputs and their aggregation to the outcomes level would 
be very much be facilitated by better synchronisation of the CRPs’ research cycles, based on their 
respective internal project portfolio. Quantitative measures of progress in the 2012 CRP Reports are 
patchy and interpretations of what constitutes an output and an outcome varied across CRPs3, in great 
part because the CRPs are going through specific phases in their research life cycle processes (e.g., 
internal priority-setting, site selection, internal monitoring) in a differential manner. This is compounded 
by the fact that internal research organisation (e.g., in themes, regions, product lines, projects, etc...) 
varies across the CRPs, as it evolved in a non-coordinated manner. Greater synchronisation, both 
temporal and in terms of internal organisation, would not decrease the diversity of approaches in the 
CRPs, but would lead to the CRP portfolio becoming a more effective and integrated research agenda. In 
addition to impact on the ground being greater than the sum of the parts, in such a well working CRP 
portfolio progress monitoring would be greatly facilitated, both for the CRPs’ internal monitoring and at 
portfolio level. 
                                                          
3
 The Consortium and the Donors Reference Group on harmonized reporting agreed on the format of the 2012 
templates for CRP reports only in February 2013. Those CRPs that had not already collected the necessary information 
in 2012 had therefore no time to collect it before the CRP Reports were due. 
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 All CRPs reported outputs and outcomes from projects pre-dating the CRP and generally aligned with its 
goals. CRPs that had operated for more than 6 months in 2012 started reporting outputs and progress 
toward outcomes from new work they initiated. They did so by building upon the very significant body of 
results from work pre-dating the CRP, adding to these the leveraging effects of their partnerships4. 
1. OUTPUTS AND OUTCOMES GENERATED BY CENTERS RESEARCH PRE-DATING THE CRPS but aligned with CRPs’ 
priorities constituted a very important, relevant and significant body of findings. These outputs and 
outcomes demonstrate Centers’ ability to provide high quality and relevant results, and constitute an 
essential building block and continuing source of pipeline results for the CRPs.  They fall into 4 broad 
categories, briefly illustrated below. 
Contributions to new knowledge are numerous and range widely in scope. This scope is reflected in the 
over 1,200 publications produced by the CRPs in high impact (ISI) journals. The list of these publications is 
accessible through the web links provided in the individual CRP reports. 
In terms of genomics and breeding, significant achievements were produced for crops, fish strains, 
vaccines, trees, including new discoveries. GRiSP for instance reports that IRRI and partners discovered a 
new gene (PSTOL1) after 10 years of research, which enables rice plants to absorb phosphorus more 
efficiently, thus opening up the potential for rice to produce up to 20% more grain, under specific 
conditions. Another example is the sequencing of the complete genome for chickpeas by ICRISAT and its 
partners, which will greatly increase the effectiveness and efficiency of breeding, as reported by Grain 
Legumes.  
New knowledge was also produced in many other research fields. Examples include a significant 
advancement in soil and landscape assessment science, based upon the combination of advanced infrared 
soil spectroscopy, soil mapping methods and analytical tools for landscape assessment, after years of 
research by ICRAF, CIAT-TSBF and partners, which WLE reports is now available through the Africa Soil 
Information Service, for sub-Saharan Africa. This permits the identification of favourable areas for 
sustainable agricultural intensification. Other instances include the first large scale assessment of the crop 
productivity, soil fertility and livelihood benefits of trees in farming systems in Burkina Faso, Mali, Niger 
and Senegal, by ICRAF and partners, reported by FTA and the launch by PIM of the Arab Spatial 
Development and Food Security Atlas, a database of more than 150 food security related indicators, 
based upon the work of IFPRI and partners.  
A large range of new technologies and improved practices for farmers was produced, as indicated in 
Annex 1. These included for instance the release of numerous improved and more resilient varieties for 
crops (e.g., 2 wheat varieties resistant to Ug99; drought tolerant groundnuts), forages, fish strain; the 
distribution of 178,000 doses of vaccine for East Coast Fever, and many improved management practices, 
for different types of farming systems. An example of the later is the development of hand held sensors 
for farmers-affordable precision nutrient management in Mexico being validated in South Asia, leading to 
cost savings and reduced nitrogen fertilizer losses to the environment for adopting farmers. 
                                                          
4
 Annex 2 recapitulates the main thematic areas of the CRPs and their two main achievements, inter alia, as an 
introduction to the multiple outputs and outcomes reported in individual CRP reports. 
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Contributions to policy-making were based upon the ability to produce empirical evidence on specific 
policy bottlenecks, from years of research by Centers and their partners, leveraging partnerships to better 
influence policy changes. For instance, research conducted overtime on coffee-based systems in East 
Africa and Central America by CIAT, IITA and partners enabled CCAFS to demonstrate that intercropped 
banana and coffee systems are resilient to climate shocks whilst their profitability is high. Rwanda, 
Burundi, and Uganda, previously supporting coffee monocropping, are now embracing the 
recommendation to intercrop banana and coffee. Other examples include long-term work on payment for 
ecosystem services by both the Water and Food challenge program now- included in WLE- and ICRAF, 
CIAT and cIFOR which contributed, respectively, to the development of a law in Peru on payments for 
ecosystem services in watersheds (WLE) and in Indonesia and Vietnam to clarifying operational 
procedures for economic incentives for ecosystem services (FTA).  
Building capacity/empowering scientists: a wide range of training programs were provided in 2012 on 
topics where the Centers have been working for many years. Numbers trained are truly impressive—just 
under 300,000 trainees in short-term courses, of whom 33% were women and over 2,300 long-term 
trainees, 45% of whom were women. Since some of the CRPs did not monitor trainee numbers in 2012, as 
shown in Annex 1, actual numbers were even higher. 
2. OUTPUTS, AND PROGRESS TOWARD OUTCOMES, BASED UPON NEW CRP ACTIVITIES. The new activities launched 
by the CRPs seem to produce outputs and outcomes more rapidly than those pre-dating the CRPs, as 
illustrated in this section.  CRPs leverage partnerships that increase (i) the range of both scientific and 
developmental expertise available to the CRP along its impact pathways and (ii) through these 
partnerships the number of countries where work is conducted and the range of stakeholders in these 
countries. This increases likelihood of success in tackling more complex and difficult research questions, 
and it can also speed up the research process. The following examples, purely illustrative, start to indicate 
the significant potential for impact embodied in the CRP Portfolio. Because the development outcomes of 
the CRPs were initially not designed jointly, and were interpreted differently by the different CRPs, it is 
still not possible to present a real ‘synthesis’ of these outputs and outcomes5. They fell into four main 
categories. 
Development of new tools, methods, decision support systems: effective work for large research-for- 
development partnerships across many countries requires robust research methods, appropriate to both 
the geographical scale and the significance of the development challenges being addressed. A number of 
CRPs started to design such methods. One CRP in the portfolio, PIM, plays a central role in developing 
(often co-developing) tools and methods that contribute to and facilitate the work of a number of CRPs. 
PIM in 2012 designed inter alia, a research framework for value chain approaches working with Centers 
experienced in particular aspects of value chain methods, by drawing lessons across the different 
experiences. Since all the commodity-focused CRPs and some of the system-focused and natural 
resources management CRPs are implementing a value chain approach, this represents an important 
methodological progress for the whole portfolio. PIM also collaborated with CCAFS on designing a 
detailed gender component for intra household gender analysis. Another example is the development of 
                                                          
5
 The joint re-design of IDOs by all CRPs in 2013 is leading to a shared understanding and common vocabulary regarding 
outcomes/outputs and will hopefully also result in shared indicators of progress. This will contribute to improving 
analytical rigour in  the 2013 CRP and Portfolio Reports, even though a meaningful synthesis will probably not be 
possible until the 2015 Reports given the staggered implementation of the CRPs. 
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new methods for monitoring and evaluation in complex natural resources and farming systems, by AAS, 
which is expected to facilitate M&E in the other two system-focused CRPs (Dryland Systems and 
Humidtropics). 
Selecting new research sites in a transparent and systematic way for multi-institutional partnerships is 
always challenging to research managers. The selection of ‘sentinel landscapes’ by FTA, as places for long-
term studies of forest cover changes, catalysed more coordinated and critical research within the selected 
landscapes for FTA itself and provides a platform for other CRPs to engage in collaborative activities, 
including data sharing (e.g., for baseline and other high value data sets). The 22 ‘climate smart’ villages 
selected by CCAFS in 9 countries, as testing sites for climate smart technologies, similarly provides a 
platform for  engagement with other CRPs, in addition to strategic sites for CCAFS.  
CRPs with strong breeding components engaged in the development of methods that speed up breeding 
processes. For instance, MAIZE through its more ‘upstream’ partnerships developed a method for 
producing Doubled Haploids (DH) with increased efficiency. Specially designed for maize local varieties in 
tropical regions, the new protocol was transferred to NARS and local small and medium enterprises by 
training breeders from Latin America, Africa and Asia. This increases the capacity of MAIZE through its 
partners in the value chain to be more pro-active and produce more locally adapted novel hybrids in a 
record time, for the benefit of all stakeholders. GRiSP and RTB are similarly engaged in developing 
methods for speeding up breeding processes. 
Finally, ensuring that relevant information and decision support tools reach large audiences of potential 
users led many CRPs to provide open access databases (see Annex  1), and some to start developing 
‘information gateways’. For instance, GRiSP initiated the Global Rice Information Gateway to provide real-
time area, yield, and production estimates for Asia by combining satellite-based remote sensing with 
weather and crop modeling. A high-resolution rice map (at 1 ha) was developed for a number of South 
and Southeast Asian countries. The Gateway is an example of a potentially global decision-support tool, 
for partners and public and private actors in the rice sector.  
Providing evidence for policy-makers at international and national level, which influence policy making 
processes: CRPs leveraged their partnerships to build upon evidence from longer term research and in the 
process rapidly influence policy-making processes. For instance, PIM produced a Women’s Empowerment 
in Agriculture Index (WEAI), based upon work predating the CRP, from IFPRI and partners, which the other 
CRPs will use to measure their own progress toward greater gender equity (the CGIAR Gender and 
Agriculture Research Network will facilitate this). At the same time, WEAI was launched at the United 
Nations in New York, and the Houses of Parliament in the UK and India and it has been rolled out in 19 
countries as part of the Feed the Future Initiative of the US Government.  
Results from both CCAFS and FTA on climate change adaptation and mitigation were used in national 
policy processes, informing policy and legislation in Mexico, Kenya and Indonesia, and informing 
Bangladesh’s submission to the UNFCCC. Furthermore, the UN Committee on Food Security drew on a 
CCAFS report to prepare its own recommendations around climate change and food security. CCAFS, 
together with FAO and ministry officials from 12 countries analysed how agriculture should be considered 
in Nationally Appropriate Mitigation Actions (NAMAs) of the UNFCCC. This work supported the 
preparation of agricultural NAMAs in at least 5 countries. 
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Scaling up improved technologies in effective ways: the new partnerships in the CRPs increase their ability 
to draw lessons from different geographical areas and this can significantly speed up the scaling up 
process. For instance, in 2012 genetically improved strains of Nile tilapia previously developed by 
WorldFish and partners in Ghana and Egypt from indigenous strains were multiplied and disseminated by 
Livestock and Fish through local value chains in six different countries. Collaboration by RTB and A4NH led 
to the production of the Akarabo Golden Power Biscuit in Rwanda, from enriched vitamin A sweet potato, 
in partnership with local stakeholders, and sold through the Rwanda Sweet potato Super Foods, a market 
chain that works for women and for the poor. 
Working in the context of the Lake Tanganyika Regional Integrated Management Programme, FTA 
facilitated the use of new tools by partners in the Lake catchment, by combining targeting degradation 
hotspots from remote sensing, vegetation mapping and local knowledge to select tree species. In the 
DRC, the use of these tools resulted in the establishment of 27 community tree nurseries in vulnerable 
parts of the Lake catchment and the planting of over 1.5 million trees by farmers, including 85,000 trees 
of 16 previously neglected native tree species. Eucalyptus woodlots were previously indiscriminatingly 
recommended by local authorities. All these examples illustrate the rapid scaling up possible through the 
CRP partnerships. 
Learning new ways of doing business: The CRPs are experimenting with new ways of doing business, 
learning by doing and drawing implications as they monitor implementation. For instance, Livestock and 
Fish, implementing its value chain approach in the dairy sector in Tanzania, built upon stakeholders’ 
engagement to contribute directly to the establishment of a Dairy Development Forum, subsequently 
endorsed by the Tanzania Dairy Board. The Forum is an informal mechanism for both horizontal and 
vertical coordination to address systemic bottlenecks in the dairy sector. It comprises key public and 
private players and Livestock and Fish anticipate that the concept may become a critical link in the CRP’s 
impact pathway. 
GRiSP designed an innovative approach for the rice value chain in Central Africa. It brings together 
smallholder farmers with private operators: all take shares in cooperatives where quality rice products are 
produced, processed and commercialized. The cooperatives are backstopped by micro-financial 
institutions and some 179,000 farmers in pilot sites of Cameroon, Chad and the Central African Republic 
are currently engaged in this new business model. This may turn out for GRiSP to be an effective way of 
creating synergies among stakeholders within the rice value chain.  
WHEAT decided to fill its research gaps through a call for competitive grants, which attracted 25 proposals 
from non-CGIAR research partners whilst FTA used competitive grants to strengthen multi-Center, multi 
thematic synergies within the CRP. RTB launched an in-depth internal priority-setting process across its 6 
crops, drawing on a survey of 1,500 experts. These may end up being new ways of functioning for these 
CRPs. It is very encouraging that innovative ways of solving problems are being explored by most of the 
CRPs; capacity to adapt and react pro-actively is based upon innovation.  
The above examples illustrate the leveraging effect of partnerships in the CRPs and the greater potential 
to achieve global impact, a major objective of the reform, garnered by the CRP portfolio. It remains to be 
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seen what actual outcomes and impacts will be, of course, but these initial results are extremely 
encouraging, as they were produced in such a short time after the implementation of the CRPs6. 
C. PROGRESS IN GENDER RESEARCH 
Most CRP proposals were approved by the Fund Council with only tentative plans for gender research and 
often without specific budgets for these activities. Following approval in 2011 of the Consortium-Level 
Gender Strategy, the CO required each CRP to develop and submit a Gender Strategy, according to 
specific guidelines and with backstopping from a Senior Gender Advisor in the CO. By end of 2012, 8 CRPs 
had completed their Gender Strategy, 6 started implementation and a further 3 CRPs were revising drafts. 
The time-lag in gender strategy completion between CRPs reflects their different start dates. An overall 
assessment of progress toward their Gender Strategies and toward gender mainstreaming by the end of 
2012 is provided below in Table 27. 
Gender research strategies have started to shape outputs in the CRPs. For example, new tools to improve 
gender analysis were under development by several CRPs, notably to mainstream gender in value chain 
research by Livestock and Fish and PIM. Several CRPs started to report results of direct relevance to 
gender issues. For instance, a study of non timber forestry products (NTFP) trade across Asia, Africa and 
Latin America by FTA identified an important potential for increasing income shares of women in NTFP 
and FTA is now taking this forward. A4NH completed a broad assessment of food safety in informal 
markets, with a focus on products which are mainly managed by women. CCAFS completed a systematic 
review of gender issues in climate risk management and integrated gender into the testing of climate risk 
management in their 22 climate-smart villages. CCAFS also collected baseline data on the main 
dimensions of gender inequality in 16 benchmark sites across 13 countries. AAS implemented an 
approach for training men and women (23,000 men and 22,000 women from 45,000 households) in 
integrated aquaculture and commercial tilapia and shrimp production and 92,000 ha were under 
improved practice in Bangladesh.  
As per their Gender Strategies, CRPs are defining gender-relevant baselines and targets. The work often 
progresses slowly because the shortage of social scientists for gender research in many CRPs currently 
limits their ability to forge meaningful partnerships with outside expertise. CRPs implementing Gender 
Strategies in 2012 initiated internal capacity building, including both short-term training and recruitment 
at the post-doctoral level.  Gender research in the CRPs needs to (i) coalesce around a few major issues 
where it is most needed and (ii) adopt common approaches and standards to increase research 
efficiency. To address this need, the CO established the CGIAR Gender and Agriculture Research Network 
in 2012 which recommended four themes (methods for more efficient and equitable value chains; gender 
transformative approaches; equitable access to improved technologies and nutrition outcomes and 
gender implications). These create major opportunities for joint M&E and agreement on common 
methods and sharing of data. Cross-CRP cooperation in the recommended four gender research themes 
and in shared data collection has increased in 2012.  
                                                          
6
 Actual outcomes and impacts will naturally be assessed as part of the CRPs monitoring and evaluation systems, over 
the coming years. 
7
 In June 2013 the CO is undertaking an assessment of the status of gender mainstreaming which will be available in 
September 2013. 
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D. PROGRESS OF THE PORTFOLIO TOWARD THE SLOS  
It is too early in the implementation of the CRPs to have a definite or even clear picture of overall 
progress of the portfolio toward the four system level outcomes (SLOs) since work on the metrics linking 
the SLOs to the IDOs, as well as work on the IDOs themselves, is on-going in 2013. Nevertheless, a picture 
of how the portfolio appears to be positioned to deliver on the SLOs emerges from the 2012 CRP reports. 
The portfolio produces many outputs and outcomes related to increasing crop/system productivity. This is 
essential to eventually contribute to poverty reduction and food security (SLOs 1 and 2), under a scenario 
of global population increase and associated food demand. We also know however, that in addition to 
productivity increases, rural poverty reduction and food security also require attention to the specific 
bottlenecks faced by the poor and vulnerable, including women. In this respect, the value chain approach 
implemented by many of the CRPs promises to be an effective way of addressing the market limitations 
faced by the poor. It should result in (poor) farmers being far better able to access national and global 
market opportunities, and doing so in a sustainable manner.  
We also know that research needs to squarely address another dimension of poverty and food insecurity, 
that of limited access by the poor to inputs (including land of good quality and water, knowledge and 
capital) if poverty is to be successfully tackled and food security to result. This last dimension of poverty 
and food security is less explicit in the 2012 CRP reports. At the same time, the gender research strategies 
of the CRPs promise to deliver results that improve women’s access to inputs, and thus contribute to 
poverty alleviation and increased food security; vigilance will be required after these strategies have been 
implemented for some initial years that the portfolio does generate significant concrete outputs and 
outcomes clearly focused on the specific circumstances of the poor. The IDOs will need to be designed to 
show how these various pathways to food security and poverty reduction will play out for each CRP and 
for the portfolio as a whole. For now, the jury is therefore still out on this dimension of the work, essential 
to the rural poverty alleviation and food security SLOs (SLO 1 and 2).  
The portfolio appears well positioned to progress toward the SLO on improved nutrition and health (SLO 
3). A4HN has a clear focus on these issues and is working in collaboration with PIM and Livestock and Fish 
which also have an explicit pro-poor focus, especially so on women and children who are key for achieving 
impacts on nutrition. The synergies thus created are promising. Furthermore, six other CRPs are also 
explicitly addressing SLO 3 through work on enhancing the nutritional value of the crops on which they 
focus.  
Finally, concerning SLO 4 on the sustainable management of natural resources, the portfolio embodies 
outputs and outcomes concerning climate change adaptation and mitigation, and increasing the 
sustainability of the management of soils, water, forests/trees, environmental (ecosystem) functions of 
farming systems and agrobiodiversity.  Of these areas, work concerning the improvement of ecosystem 
functions in farming systems (one possible way of sustainably increasing system productivity) and on in 
situ agrobiodiversity (to increase ecological sustainability in diversified and intensified systems) appears 
less prevalent. To decrease the ecological footprint of agriculture in a sustainable manner, current work 
on decreasing the pollution and externalities created by some forms of agriculture needs to be 
complemented by work on building up the natural capital of farming systems, through ecosystem 
functions and agrobiodiversity management. These two dimensions are less visible in the 2012 CRP 
reports. Furthermore, work on the longer term environmental feedback loops in intensified agricultural 
systems is also warranted, to provide better knowledge and understanding of some of the environmental 
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sustainability-productivity linkages that are not yet well understood. Finally, systemic approaches which 
integrate at farming system level sustainable management of natural resources with productivity 
improvements, explicitly taking into consideration tradeoffs among these two types of goals, is not very 
much in evidence yet in the CRP reports. 
The above points have to be interpreted with caution, since the implementation of the portfolio was not 
yet fully settled in 2012.  
It is not possible to assess progress toward the intermediate development outcomes of the CRPs, since 
these will be finalised by the end of 2013. It is noteworthy that many CRPs, regardless of their time of 
implementation, explicitly recognise that the joint work on developing IDOs is very useful in focusing all 
the scientists on the CRP’s priorities8. The CO is discussing these IDOs with the CRPs and will thus build 
upon this process to discuss appropriate ways of addressing the apparent gaps mentioned above (either 
through partnerships or through new research activities by the CRPs). 
E. PROGRESS TOWARD SUCCESSFUL IMPLEMENTATION OF KEY RESEARCH ASPECTS OF CGIAR 
REFORM  
An assessment of progress toward the successful implementation of some of the key dimensions of the 
CGIAR reform is summarised in Table 1. There are a few process indicators, reflecting some of the 
expectations from the reform, which can be analysed in this early phase of implementation of the CRPs. 
Since the governance and management of the CRPs are being evaluated externally by the IEA, the process 
indicators in Table 1 do not concern these two areas. These process indicators are: 
- Implementation of a transparent and robust internal priority-setting mechanism, over and beyond the 
one used for writing the CRP proposal, including for streamlining ‘heritage projects’ to those fully 
aligned with CRP goals. 
- Forging new partnerships along the CRP’s impact pathways. The contribution of many CRPs in the 
CAADP led process to ensure that the CRP is aligned with national and regional priorities is an 
interesting example. Other examples of new partnerships include those with large development actors 
and the small and medium size private sector along the CRP impact pathways, and partnerships with 
research institutions with which the CGIAR system had no previous collaborations (such as CCAFS with 
the global climate change research community or A4HN with the nutrition research community).  
- Working in a different manner, to ensure realization of synergies and impact on the ground: e.g., 
undertaking joint planning, joint implementation across partners; using a value chain approach; using 
farming system/food system/water basin level methods; collecting baseline data for internal M&E 
- Whether outputs and outcomes are ‘on track’ with respect to the CRP’s goals9 and overall budget 
- Completion of CRP gender research strategy 
                                                          
8
 It is also striking that the joint development of IDOs in 2013 is leading to shared definitions and concepts, in a far more 
effective manner than the previous independent design of each CRP’s development outcome did. 
9
 Once the intermediate development outcomes (IDOs) of the CRPs are finalised and approved, reporting with respect 
to the IDOs will greatly facilitate assessing whether a CRP is ‘on track’. 
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- Mainstreaming gender research 10  
- Conducting jointly planned and executed work among Centers partners - for those CRPs that have 
functioned for at least 12 months 
Table 1 has to be interpreted considering that external factors that affected the performance of four CRPs 
in particular. These are the last four CRPs approved by the Fund Council: Dryland Systems, Dryland 
Cereals, Grain Legumes and Humidtropics. Late approval implies that performance is not directly 
comparable with that of the other ‘older’ CRPs. Furthermore, the very difficult political and security 
situation in Syria and in a number of countries that experienced an ‘Arab Spring’ and where Dryland 
Systems, Grain Legumes and Dryland Cereals implement their work, delayed operations. WHEAT’s outputs 
related to ICARDA were largely not affected. In addition, Humidtropics had its funding frozen for a few 
months, as part of the freeze on funding to IITA, and this also delayed start up. Finally, the Director of 
WLE left the CRP and was replaced by an interim Director. This unplanned change in leadership was a 
setback for the CRP. 
The CRP portfolio’s state of advancement in implementing these process indicators is very much linked to 
the length of establishment of each CRP. Table 1 shows that a majority of CRPs had developed or were 
developing an internal priority-setting mechanism, had embraced new partnerships and were on track 
delivering outputs and outcomes. The joint finalisation of IDOs across CRPs in 2013 will also contribute to 
internal priority-setting by clarifying outputs and outcomes of relevance to impact pathways and theories 
of change.  Implementation of gender research was partial in a number of CRPs, but momentum was 
acquired in 201311. Internal collaboration among Centers in a CRP is mentioned as a risk factor by some 
CRPs. It can be partly managed through incentives such as competitive grants for increasing intra Center 
collaboration, and probably reflects the involvement of some Centers in a high number of CRPs, thus 
stretching scientists’ time across multiple CRPs. The on-going implementation of robust internal priority-
setting mechanisms (itself on track) should alleviate this risk. Overall, considering the early phase of 
implementation of the CRP portfolio, the portfolio is faring well with respect to the process indicators. 
 
                                                          
10
 This is with respect to the mainstreaming indicators provided in Annex 2 of the CRP annual reports templates (gender 
inequality targets defined and institutional architecture for integration of gender in place) 
11
 An assessment of the status of gender mainstreaming in the CRP portfolio has been commissioned by the CO for 
September 2013. 
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Table 1 – Portfolio progress toward the implementation of some process indicators 
CRP Internal 
priority 
setting 
New 
partnerships  
New way 
of doing 
business 
Outputs, 
outcomes 
on track  
Gender 
strategy 
complete 
Gender 
research  
main-
streamed 
For CRPs ≥ 12 
months:  
internal 
synergies 
among Center 
partners 
Humidtropics       N/A 
Dryland systems       N/A 
AAS        
PIM        
MAIZE        
WHEAT        
GRiSP        
RTB        
Livestock,  fish        
Dryland cereals       N/A 
Grain legumes       N/A 
A4HN        
WLE        
FTA        
CCAFS        
Genebanks     N/A N/A  
 
Legend: red: process not initiated; orange: process just initiated; yellow: partially initiated; green: on-going 
F. CROSS CRP LINKAGES AND SYNERGIES 
Synergies across CRPs started to develop which augur well of the potential for greater synergies once the 
CRPs are synchronised in their implementation.  
PIM worked with a number of CRPs participating in the discussions to align the CRPs with national 
priorities under the CAADP umbrella. It also worked with CCAFS on developing common databases and 
methods for priority setting. Several CRPs initiated collaboration to improve the collection of sex-
disaggregated data at the intra-household level, catalysed by CCAFS and on gender transformative 
research approaches, catalysed by AAS. Other types of joint or jointly planned methodological work that 
has not yet occurred but would increase the effectiveness of the portfolio includes sharing 
methodological developments among Dryland systems, Humidtropics and AAS on systemic methods and 
on technical challenges in the collection of relevant baseline data at system level. The natural resources 
management orientated CRPs (WLE, FTA and CCAFS) would likewise benefit from joint methods 
development and some shared sites. The CO is discussing some of these with these CRPs in 2013. 
In addition to synergies from joint work and cross learning on methods, synergies should also come about 
from the sharing of research (and development) experiences among the CRPs with a similar focus. For 
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instance, both genomic and phenotypic data have to be managed through open databases to be shared 
with the internal and external scientific community (under defined conditions) to move to a new “data 
rich and shared” environment. GRiSP set up a bioinformatics platform for managing such data; this pilot 
experience for Next Generation Sequencing data analysis should be shared for the common benefit of 
other CRPs. Mapping populations for new gene or QTL discovery have been developed by GRiSP and are 
in preparation in MAIZE, WHEAT, Dryland Cereals, Grain Legumes and RTB. The know-how and knowledge 
emerging from such initiatives should also be shared to increase leverage among relevant CRPs.  
Another type of synergies arises when addressing cross-cutting issues jointly, through sharing research 
responsibilities. For instance, A4NH, MAIZE and Grain legumes have agreed to expand work on aflatoxin 
risks and their mitigation in maize and groundnuts, by coordinating their efforts in order to better address 
research gaps. They also agreed on an effective sharing of responsibilities among themselves. This should 
result in a more robust approach to managing aflatoxin risks in the two crops at portfolio level. Likewise, 
A4HN and RTB have agreed on respective research responsibilities along the value chain for orange 
fleshed sweet potatoes; this is expected to result in increased efficiencies for both CRPs. 
Finally a synergy that a coherent portfolio of CRPs should realise concerns the testing of the performance 
of improved varieties and practices in sites where the three farming/food system level CRPs work in 
different agroecological zones. This would provide an assessment of the performance of improved 
materials in farmers’ fields, from the perspective of the whole farming system. This would additionally 
increase efficiency throughout the portfolio, by decreasing the number of field sites managed by all the 
CRPs. A number of CRPs have also initiated discussions about the possibility of greater collaboration 
among those CRPs implementing work in a specific country, (e.g., Myanmar, Bangladesh), in an attempt to 
increase overall coherence of the portfolio. 
The CO has started and will continue to work with the CRPs to facilitate the realisation of these synergies. 
However, some of them will not be fully realised until a better synchronisation of the implementation of 
the CRPs has been achieved. 
G. RISKS AND THEIR MITIGATION 
A number of risks have emerged at portfolio level. 
The first concerns the ability of the CRPs to successfully manage large multi year programs that are 
funded both from the CGIAR Fund and bilateral sources, with monies from the Fund allocated annually 
fairly late in the year, and in a manner difficult to predict. The Financial Report 2012 provides a financial 
analysis of the evolution of funding to the CRPs from Windows 1, 2, 3 and bilateral sources external to the 
Fund. The risk underscored here is the one associated with the timing of the release of funds to the CRPs. 
In 2012, 70% of funding to the CRPs occurred in the last 3 months of the year, thus increasing budget 
uncertainty for the CRPs until late in the year and hampering long-term planning for programs conceived 
as long-term undertakings. The reform was expected to mitigate this risk by increasing the predictability 
of funding from Windows 1 and 2 and facilitating earlier release of funds to the CRPs. It is hoped that as 
the various mechanisms for allocating and releasing monies from the CGIAR Fund to the CRPs become 
better established, the Fund Council, Fund Office and Consortium can work together to jointly remedy 
this risk. We of course recognise that some donors have now provided multiyear investments into the 
CGIAR Fund, and that late reporting on the part of the Consortium has contributed to delaying some 
donors’ allocations to the Fund. 
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A second risk is that there currently are no financial tools and mechanisms for the CRP Directors to 
regularly track expenditures and deliverables across many Centers and partner institutions in real time, 
apart from self-reporting on the part of all partners, which is cumbersome and lengthy. This is a particular 
risk because financial reporting has been set up to date in the CGIAR system at center level. The CO 
recognises this difficulty and is working with nine Centers to implement a single financial management 
tool (One Corporate System, an Enterprise Resource Planning Tool) that will be rolled out by the first 
quarter of 2014. This will provide financial project management information in real time to CRP Directors. 
It will be important for all Centers to report their bilateral funds as soon as these are known and to give 
clear indications of whether and how these bilateral funds contribute (or not) to CRPs. Furthermore, it will 
also be essential for Centers to keep track of the time their scientists spend working for different CRPs, so 
that appropriate time charging to CRPs takes place (some but not all centers currently implement time 
recording for their scientists).  
A third risk is that the potential synergies discussed above fail to materialise, thereby significantly 
diminishing the impact potential of the portfolio and its overall coherence and efficiency. As shown in 
Table 1, the fact that different CRPs are at different stages of implementation means that they focus on 
different internal and external issues, within their respective research life cycles. It is difficult for CRPs 
relatively well established to identify opportunities for strategic synergies with CRPs that are clarifying 
their internal priority-setting process for instance and are at an internal planning stage. This is all the 
more difficult that most CRP proposals were developed before the SRF was approved, so in the absence of 
a common framework. For the 16 CRPs to capture all necessary synergies and thereby actually be part of 
a working portfolio of CRPs, with appropriate interactions and linkages amongst themselves, there 
appears to be two options. Either synchronisation of CRP implementation is brought forward or sufficient 
time elapses for all CRPs to be in a sufficiently advanced phase of implementation that cross CRP 
synergies can meaningfully be discussed, with common definitions of key terms and concepts. The CO will 
discuss this risk with the CRPs to jointly devise immediate ways of mitigating it, up to a point until 
synchronisation of implementation of the CRPs can take place. The joint design of the IDOs by the CRPs is 
a first necessary, though not sufficient, step in this direction.   
A fourth risk is that of not balancing properly the need to have a number of outputs in the pipeline, that 
prepare a future of robust innovative results for a CRP, versus the need to produce more immediate 
outputs and outcomes to demonstrate progress toward the SLOs. This would result in an unbalanced 
portfolio in which CRPs are focused on short-term outputs and outcomes. This balancing act, including the 
need for all CRPs to have the necessary flexibility to conduct ‘blue sky’ research for the future which may 
not come to expected fruition, will be discussed by the CO and the CRP Directors. Means of ensuring that 
each CRP has a balanced internal portfolio need to be identified and agreed upon so they are 
implementable by the CRPs. A related issue is that of clarifying the accountability of CRPs for delivering 
outputs and their responsibility for setting up necessary partnerships along the impact pathways for 
development outcomes to materialise. This is also under discussion between the CO and the CRPs. 
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H. LESSONS LEARNED   
A first lesson from this second Portfolio Report is that whilst the quantitative dimension of outputs and 
outcomes produced by the CRPs was relatively easy to assess through the CRP Reports, apprehending the 
qualitative dimension of results at CRP level, based upon the CRP Reports was far more difficult. Different 
definitions of outputs and outcomes were used by the CRPs.  All CRP reports underwent one peer review 
iteration, during which the CO requested various improvements, including for many CRPs in not reporting 
activities as outputs or outcomes. The supporting empirical evidence which each CRP Report provides 
through a web link could only be checked rapidly (the science team in the CO not being fully staffed until 
August 2013). For 2013, checks will be more systematic, and the understanding of what outputs and 
outcomes are at CRP level will be far greater across the portfolio. It will thus be easier to obtain 
information on qualitative dimensions of results. 
A second lesson is that not only is it necessary for the IDOs to be jointly designed so they form a coherent 
whole and clarify outcomes and outputs, but also their associated indicators of progress have to be jointly 
agreed. The 2012-2013 templates for CRP reports contain a table of indicators for quantifying progress, 
which largely consists of indicators required by a Fund Council donor. It served to illustrate the 
importance of having a rigorous and systematic approach, shared with the CRPs, to the design of 
meaningful indicators of progress. For 2013 reporting, the agreed upon indicators of progress toward the 
IDOs will be integrated in the templates for CRP reports.  
 
ANNEXES 
1.  Summary of selected outputs and outcomes indicators reported by the CRPs for 2012  
2.  Summary of research themes, two key achievements and risks by CRP for 2012 
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  SELECTED INDICATORS FROM TABLE 1 IN CRPs' INDIVIDUAL REPORTS  
  
 
   CRP 
Number 
       of 
"Methods 
& tools" 
produced 
Open access 
databases 
maintained 
 
Publications 
in ISI 
journals  
 Male 
trainees 
S-T 
Female 
trainees 
S-T 
Male 
trainees  
L-T 
Female 
trainees  
L-T 
Tech./ practices 
under research 
(Phase 1) 
Tech.  field 
tested  
(Phase 2) 
Tech. 
 released 
 by 
partners  
(phase 3) 
Policies/regs. 
presented  
@ public 
consultation  
(Stage 2) 
Policies/regs. 
implemented  
(Stage 5) 
A4NH 13 6 115 37,092 12,718 34 42 188,002 1,548 10 2 0 
AAS 8 4 30 34,918 37,197 5 1 1 20 0 2 0 
CCAFS 5 6 77 4,679 3,989 488 474 256 57 1 18 3 
Dryland 
Cereals 
3 1 24 1,325 556 15 13 2,230 600 7     
Dryland 
Systems 
  1                     
FTA   10 151 183 32 15 10 12 3 7     
Grain 
Legumes 
  2 15 3,552 6,323 24 5 10 7 10   3 
GRiSP 32 6 215 1,702 936 238 154 67 67 77     
Humidtropics                         
Livestock  
and Fish 
38 14 78 54,253 17,143 33 21 41 3 1 3 1 
MAIZE 39 1 112 22,428 5,941 53 29 33,160 1,625 65 1 0 
PIM 0 89 105 13,783 3,816 96 109 159     10 6 
RTB 29 14 75 7,218 3,069 62 52 140 120 90 2 0 
WHEAT 327 5 121 18,220 4,883 30 19 265,730 34,850 50 3 0 
WLE 41 None 158 2,458 1,443 183 114 10       1 
TOTAL 535 159 1,276 201,811 98,046 1,276 1,043 489,818 38,900 318 41 14 
NB:  Technologies and practices - their phases are defined in the templates of the CRP Reports - include improved management and cultural practices.  
 The very high numbers (phase 1 and 2) reflect the pipeline nature of the varietal selection process. 
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CRP 
BUDGET 
2012 
THEMATIC AREAS 2 MAIN ACHIEVEMENTS RISKS 
A
4
N
H
 
$ 38 M 
1. Value chains for enhanced nutrition 
2. Biofortification 
3. Agriculture-Associated Diseases 
4. Integrated ANH Programs and Policies 
1. 3 bio-fortified crops in 4 countries, bio-availability, 
market & consumer study, sales by Seed Company 
 
2. Ranking report, R&D project on new database and 
Genomics on Zoonoses 
 New partnerships critical given cross-sectoral nature of research 
and development challenges in this CRP 
 Complex interventions needed, at intersection of health, food 
security, social norms for this CRP to be successful in terms of 
SLOs 
 Performance management and coordination system essential, as 
CRP involves 11 Centers and multiple non CG partners. Update 
and implement the monitoring and evaluation system is essential. 
Robust and specific theory of change and verification are needed 
for systematic and faster progress. 
A
A
S 
$ 21 M 
1. Sustainable increases in system productivity 
2. Equitable access to markets 
3. Socio-ecological resilience and adaptive capacity 
4. Gender equity 
5. Policies and institutions 
6. Knowledge sharing and learning 
1. R&D priorities established in 3 focal countries: 
Bangladesh, Solomon Island, Zambia 
 
2. Handbook to guide the implementation of the 
program participatory approach 
• Limited engagement of CGIAR Centers 
• Existing projects leading to dispersion of effort 
• Absence of strong management 
C
C
A
FS
 
$ 62 M 
1. Adaptation to Progressive Climate Change 
2. Adaptation through Managing Climate Risk 
3. Pro-Poor Climate Change Mitigation 
4. Integration for Decision Making 
1. Climate-smart coffee system intercropping Coffee 
with Banana in Central America and Nicaragua 
 
2. Commission Sustainable Agriculture & Climate 
Change and policy changes in Brazil, Mexico, 
Bangladesh, Kenya 
 Funding uncertainty 
 Lack of capacity to attract bilateral funding and/or Centers not 
allocating bilateral funds to CCAFS 
 Research actually carried out not aligned to Program Plan 
D
ry
la
n
d
 C
e
re
al
s 
$ 7 M 
1. Sorghum for West Africa 
2. Pearl millet for West and East Africa 
3. Sorghum for East Africa 
4. Finger millet for East and Southern Africa 
5. Barley for Africa and Asia 
6. Pearl millet for East Africa and South Asia 
7. Sorghum for South Asia 
1. Training for Striga control in Sahel for 200,000 
Sorghum and millet growers  
 
2. New post-rainy season sorghum variety with 
increased yield for 25,000 Indians farmers 
 CRP is targeting agricultural regions where weather, soils, 
infrastructure, social strife and policies create difficult 
environment for smallholder farmers to succeed 
 Many of the countries are experiencing or have experienced 
recently social and political volatility 
 Dry area systems have risks that are changing and in some cases 
increasing 
 Resource conflicts 
 Continued government policy bias against support of smallholder 
farmers in marginal areas 
 Insufficient interest from private sector to commercialize new 
technologies 
D
ry
la
n
d
 S
ys
te
m
s 
$ 31 M 
1. Strengthening innovation systems, building stakeholder 
innovation capacity, linking knowledge to policy action 
2. Reducing vulnerability and managing risks 
3. Sustainable intensification for more productive, profitable, and 
diversified dryland agriculture with well-established linkages to 
markets 
4. Anticipating and measuring impacts and cross-regional synthesis 
 Underway 
 
 Conflict and insecurity in various countries 
 Uncertainties and delays associated with approval process of the 
CRP 
 Incompleteness and inconsistencies in the groundwork and 
research planning process 
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FT
A
 
$ 71 M 
1 Production systems & markets 
2 Conservation & development 
3 Landscape management 
4 Climate change adaptation & mitigation 
5 Trade & investment 
6 Cross-cutting Theme: Sentinel landscapes 
7 Cross-cutting Theme: Gender 
8 Cross-cutting Theme: MEIA (Monitoring, Evaluation and Impact 
Assessment) 
9 Cross-cutting Theme: Communications 
1. Impact studies on High Value trees in Africa 
(Cameroon, Niger, Nigeria, Burkina Faso, etc…) 
 
2. Bringing Science to the Policy table: Forest Day 6 at 
CIFOR & book in Rio+20 meeting 
 Coherence and collaboration among Centers and themes 
 Inadequate evidence of progress towards IDOs and SLOs 
 Funding uncertainty 
G
ra
in
 L
e
gu
m
e
s 
$ 22 M 
1. Drought and low-phosphorous tolerant common bean, cowpea, 
and soybean 
2. Heat tolerant chickpea, common bean, faba bean and lentil 
3. Short-duration, drought-tolerant and aflatoxin-free groundnut 
4. High nitrogen-fixing chickpea, common bean, faba bean and 
soybean 
5. Insect-smart chickpea, cowpea, and pigeonpea production 
systems 
6. Extra-early chickpea and lentil varieties 
7. Herbicide-tolerant, machine-harvestable chickpea, faba bean and 
lentil varieties 
8. Pigeonpea hybrid and management practices 
1. Sequencing the chickpea genome for genetic map & 
cross-crop genomic learning  
 
2. Bean breeding impact $200M USD & 5M smallholders 
in Africa 
 Production systems located in areas that experience high social 
and political volatility 
 Restricted access to resources, lack of information, land 
degradation and land tenure insecurity faced by smallholder 
farmers 
 Resource conflicts 
 Continued government policy bias against support of smallholder 
farmers 
 Insufficient interest from private sector for commercialization of 
new technologies 
 Insufficient capacity in NARS to sustain initiatives well into the 
future 
G
R
iS
P
 
$ 99 M 
1. Harnessing genetic diversity to chart new productivity, quality, 
and health horizons 
2. Accelerating development, delivery, and adoption of improved 
rice varieties 
3. Ecological and sustainable management of rice-based production 
systems 
4. Extracting more value from rice harvests through improved 
quality, processing, market systems, and new products 
5. Technology evaluations, targeting, and policy options for 
enhanced impact 
6. Supporting the growth of the global rice sector 
1. PSTOL1 gene in Nature: rice with bigger roots and 
more phosphorus absorption capacity  
 
2. 5 SUB1 varieties, submergence tolerance, increased 
yield, 50.000 ton seeds, 4M farmers 
 Reduction in CGIAR W1, 2 funding 
 External pressure to make CRPs accountable for outcomes (IDOs) 
that are beyond their control 
H
u
m
id
tr
o
p
ic
s 
$ 20 M 
1. Situation Analysis and Global Synthesis 
2. Markets and Institutions 
3. Productivity  
4. NRM  
5. Scaling and Institutional Innovation  
 Underway 
 
 Moving too quickly, and seeking quick impacts and returns could 
jeopardize the very foundation needed to ensure real change in 
institutional learning towards sustainable change development, at 
both programmatic and institutional levels 
 Centers and other partners not coming together to work in an 
integrated fashion 
 Continuing business as usual 
 Late release of funds 
 Time pressure for delivering results 
Li
ve
st
o
ck
  
an
d
 f
is
h
 
$ 16 M 
1. Animal health 
2. Animal genetics 
3. Feeds and forages 
4. Value chain development 
5. Targeting for sustainable Interventions 
6. Gender and learning 
1. Nile tilapia: large scale implementation (Egypt, 
Bangladesh, Ghana, India, Malawi, etc) 
 
2. Dairy Development Forum (DDF) and governmental 
policies for the dairy sector in Tanzania 
 Mobilizing sufficient restricted project funding 
 Poor alignment among partner Centers 
 Weak program management systems 
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M
A
IZ
E 
$ 74 M 
1. Socio-economic and Policies for maize futures 
2. Sustainable intensification and income opportunities for the poor 
3. Smallholder precision agriculture 
4. Stress tolerant maize for the poorest 
5. Towards doubling maize productivity 
6. Integrated postharvest management 
7. Nutritious maize 
8. Seeds of discovery 
9. New tools and methods for NARS and SMEs 
1. Fast CRP reactivity to Maize Lethal Necrosis Virus 
(MLN) disease & pre-commercial hybrids  
2. Innovation approach with NL Royal Tropical Institute 
(IKT) for project selection 
 Biophysical risks 
 Political risk 
 Financial risk 
P
IM
 
$ 74 M 
1. Effective Policies and Strategic Investments 
2. Inclusive Governance and Institutions 
3. Linking Small Producers to Markets 
4. Cross-cutting Strategic Gender Research  
1. Global Futures program for modelling 150 CG 
technologies in a geospatial database tool 
 
2. Research on Value Chains to facilitate cross-learning, 
explore underutilized germplasm, strengthen 
partnerships between ”not firstly evident” 
stakeholders 
• Expectations of donors for rapid impact attributable to policy 
research may be unrealistic 
• Expectations of funding from scientists in PIM are also not 
consistent with available funding 
• No tools are available to CRP directors to track expenditures and 
deliverables within the portfolio as a whole 
• High degree of uncertainty about levels and sources of funding on 
an annual basis 
R
TB
 
$ 52 M 
1. Conserving and accessing genetic resources 
2. Accelerating development and selection of varieties with higher, 
more stable yield and added value 
3. Managing priority pests and diseases 
4. Making available low-cost, high-quality planting material for 
farmers 
5. Developing tools for more productive, ecologically robust 
cropping systems 
6. Promoting postharvest technologies, value chains, and market 
opportunities 
7. Enhancing impact through partnerships 
1. Strategic Assessment of Research Priorities related to 
SLOs  
 
2. Modern tools for yield improvement by sequencing 
and -omics (gen-, phen- & metabol-omics) 
 Lack of a multi-year funding commitment 
 Agricultural research needs a longer timeframe for planning 
 Fragmentation of scientists’ time across multiple CRPs 
W
H
EA
T 
$ 40 M 
1. Technology targeting for greatest impact 
2. Sustainable wheat-based systems 
3. Nutrient- and water-use efficiency 
4. Productive wheat varieties 
5. Durable disease and pest resistance 
6. Enhanced heat and drought tolerance 
7. Breaking the yield barrier 
8. More and better seed 
9. Seeds of discovery - Tackling the black box of genetic resources 
10. Strengthening capacities 
1. Impact on Policy: wheat as strategic crop in CAMAT 
(African Agriculture Ministers meeting)  
 
2. Precision Agriculture research adopted in Pakistan, 
scaled up in India, or MasAgro in Mexico 
 Biophysical risks associated with international germplasm 
exchange can slow down progress 
 Political risk, e.g. in Syria 
 Partnership risk, e.g., delays in implementation 
W
LE
 
$ 54 M 
1. Irrigation 
1 Rainfed 
2 Resource Recovery and Reuse 
3 River Basins 
4 Information Systems 
 
1. Incorporation of the National Irrigation Management 
Fund in India’s 12th Five Year Plan worth USD 1.25 B, 
increasing the performance of canal-based irrigation 
schemes & water use efficiency 
 
2. The Africa Soil Information Service applied NIRS 
technology, soil mapping methods and analytical 
tools for landscape assessment and for planning 
sustainable intensification 
 Lack of additional W1&2 funding available to encourage 
innovation 
 Coherence of program 
 Administrative burden from the CGIAR management during this 
period of establishing CRPs and setting up systems 
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